Latin Military Aid 

Fulbright Seeking Cut in Arms, 
Says Reform Programs Hurt 
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j Military assistance to Latin 
America promises to be one 
of the most controversial as- 
pects of the Administration’s 
foreign aid authorization bill 
now before Congress. 



_ .n attempt to contain the 
<bwth of Latin America’s 
led forces is an important 
ftement in the program of 
Chairman J. William Ful- 
liright (D-Ark.) of the Senate 
oreign Relations Committee 
o reduce U.S. assistance un- 
ler the bill. The Adminis- 
■ation has requested a total 
itlay of $3.38 billion. 

Military establishmer|s 
^iend up to 40 per cent fef 
Latin national budgets. Critics 
o| present military aid pro- 
glams say this results in 
irp curtailment of economic 
social development pro- 
_ ms and in many cases per- 
ils military domination of 
titical life. 

tlitary aid earmarked for 
Latin ■ America amounts to 
$72 million, about 8 per cent 
of the total assistance that 
would go to that region. The 
remainder goes for economic 
and social aid programs. 

Present regulations ap- 
proved under the Foreign As- 
listance Act of 1961, limit 
wants for defense equipment 
ir Latin America to $55 mil- 
ton yearly. But additional! 
ms may be used for train- 
g, while loans for commer- 
tal purchases of military 
lods are unrestricted. 

One Fulbright amendment 



would count commercially 
purchased military goods 
against the $55 million ceiling. 
Only the expenses of military 
training, expected to total 
$12.3 miUion in fiscal 1967, 
could be added to this ceiling. 
Only the expenses of military 
training, expected to total 
$12.3 million in fiscal 1967, 
could be added to this ceiling! 

Since expected military 
sales to Latin America in fis- 
cal 1967 are estimated at 
about $50 million, the amend- 
ment would have the effect of 
drastically cutting total mili- 
tary shipments to the region. 

The amendment also pro- 



I vides that all military aid to 
Latin America require approv- 
al by the Organization of 
American States and be allo- 
cated by the OAS, subject to 
the State and Defense Depart- 
ments’ endorsement. 

Whether Fulbright’s Com- 
mittee and then the Senate 



and , House will approve this 
and other foreign aid bill 
amendments he has proposed 
is problematical. Sen. Frank J. 
Lausche (D-Ohio) points out 
that the Committee “has la- 
bored with the problem for 
nine years, and each time it' 
has found that a cut would be 
unwise.” 



Lausche sides with the De- 
fense Department when he 
says that the military aid 
going to Latin countries is the 
minimum to protect them 
from the external and internal 
Communist danger. 

But some Fulbright support- 
ers in the Senate see hope in 
the fact that last year the 
Committee originally ap- 
proved sharp military aid cuts 
and reversed its decision only 
under intense Administration 
pressure. The Senate as a 



whole approved the Adminis- 
tration proposals by only a 43- 
to-38 majority. 

Fulbright backers generally 
Seel that Latin American mil- 
itary establishments are al- 
:^ady larger than they should 
|e. They point out that Ameri- 
pn military equipment, in- 
cluding trucks and other 
ms engraved with the A1 
l^nce for Progress handclasp 
emblem, have been employed 
the overthrow of eight con- 
slitutional governments since 
the Alliance started in 1961. 

The Defense Department 
ahgues that some 15 per cent 
of the military aid will be de- 
vpted to civic action projects 
that put soldiers to work 
building roads, schools and 
pliblic works. 

I But Fulbright backers say 
that this program is simply in- 
tended as an excuse for the 
intainance of large, idle 
ies and for continued aid 
requests. 

The bulk of aid goes for 
military equipment and train- 
ing. 

Few Senators complain 
out the training, since Latin 
ficers sent to U.S. military 
bools are taught to play a 
institutional role back home. 

nations could be militarily se 
cpre with only a fraction of 
the equipment they get. 

Typically of the dissenters. 
Sen. Frank Church (D-Idaho) 
n^intains that “on balance, 
v|B’ve suffered more from ad- 
verse political consequences 
than we’ve gained.” He says 
tfat U.S. support of unpopu- 
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|ar military regimes is one of ilAmericanism in the 
|he major reasons for anti- jsphere. 
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